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1862 or looked into the "Analogy/' and I cannot at present
remember whether my remarks apply even partially to

etat"5 ' anything said by Butler. That in their main scope they
are inapplicable to him is evident, since it appears from
your letter that he fully recognised the distinction between
improbability on the doctrine of chances and improba-
bility in the only sense which constitutes incredulity.

My view of the general question is briefly this : that
a miracle, considered merely as an extraordinary fact, is
as susceptible of proof as other extraordinary facts: that,
as a miracle, it cannot in the strict sense be proved,
because there never can be conclusive proofs of its
miraculous nature; but that to any one who already
believes in an intelligent creator and ruler of the universe
the moral probability that a given extraordinary event
(supposed to be fully proved) is a miracle, may greatly
outweigh the probability of its being the result of some
unknown natural cause.ysical, will have
